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ABSTRACT 

To examine effects of gender cUid prior experiences 
with course content on student attitudes toward, cUid performance in, 
introductory courses, a study examined two studies which investigated 
aspects of the introductory communication course at Central Michigam 
University. The study also examined whether differences between the 
Personalized System of Instruction (PSI) model amd the self -con taiined 
model for teaching were affected by gender or experience differences. 
For the first study, 813 undergraduate students enrolled in the basic 
speech communication course were surveyed, once^ during the second 
week of classes and again during the last weelc cf classes (107 were 
enrolled in two PSI-based sections amd 706 were enrolled in 28 
self-contained sections) . The second study surveyed 159 students 
enrolled in PSI-based sections of the introductory course during the 
third amd final weeks of the course. Analysis revealed no significamt 
differences between genders for the Students* Perceptions of 
Communication Abilities (SPCA) scale, for attitudes toward the 
course, or for self-esteem measures. However, strong differences were 
apparent between PSI-based amd self-contained sections of the course. 
Students in PSI-based sections received significantly higher final 
course grades tham students in self-contained sections. Also, females 
received significantly higher course grades overall tham did males. 
Of tha 59 students repeating the course, those in the PSI-based 
format performed better tham those in the .self-contained format. 
(Three tables of data are appended.) (MM) 
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RECOGNCINQ WE IMPACT OF Ge«}B^ AND OTHER DEMOGRAPHIC/COGNmVE 
DIFFERENCES ON t^ARNING AND ATTnUDE FORMATION IN THE BASIC COURSE 



A major s^ngth and a potential Ifabifity In t?io basic course Sn 
speech comnrmnication is its diversity of au(to)oe. Inmanycases, 
students are required *o take the introdudory Speech or communicaticn 
couTce to satisfy some uniyersi^-vi^ or dapartmemne^ 
Consequently, the studento who enral iri this 
freshnrien to sentors and crQs:.ral aca^ 
institution. Aoooriimodatirigfor aiiiriderange of nwtu^ 
motivation levels, ccKnmunicatidri skMs, communication apprehension 
isvefs, writing abiities, aptitudes, and to on, can be a nriaior challenge for 
inctruc^ in this introductory course. 

One way to begin to deal with this problem is to identify teaching 
nnodets for this (fiscipline that work m^ 
etudentsasawhoie. For exainple. Central Michigan Un^ye^ 
begun to Incorporate aspects of the .PerBoraized System of Instruction 
(PSI) into sections of the basic course (see Keller, 1974; Keller & 
Shemnan, 1974, 1982). ReMaicha)nductecl at CMU (Gray, 1984; Gray, 
Buerkel-rtothfuss, & Thoinas, 1987; Gray, Buerkel-Rothfuss, & Yerfoy, 1986) 
has attempted rysfteniaticaify to assMS dffe^^ 
sectiorw of the basic oourse, a nnulttple^^ 
more traditional, models, theledlure-recitationfonnatandthe 
self-contained Icrnmt if^esutti of this research consistentfy point to the 
PSI*based model as t)6|ing a supertor model tor teech^ 
communication coursis along a number of attitudkml and perfonnance 
dimensions (for detaKed descripJons of this research, see Gray, 1 984; 
Gray et al.r1 987; and Gray et al., 1 986). 

A second way to deal with the dhrersify problem is to attempt tc ilnlc 
specific oouit» and/or stixient var^sbles to att^^ 
performance In the basic odurse, witti the ultfnrtato gcal being to adapt the 
teaching nndel to best compensate for those differences, Ft)rexample, 
very high oommunicatipn apprehension that is not recognized by the 
instructor earfy In tim course might be associated with poor at^tudes 
toward the course, earfy withdrawal from the course, or poor perfonnance 
in the course. According to Rlchn)ond and McCroskey (1985), "high 
communication apprehensrves often wlU drop a dass with high 
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/ocKpfr^^ For example, 

one fl^idy foufd thel over 50 per6ia;iH of the students vvith high 
oonvm^^ c^roppKt a required public speaking course 

dimng the finrt three m9liit6ltlmo t)efbre the first speech.... 

^ ki kwrt; oomn^^ tub « direct impact on student 

pr«f#ri^^ shident behaviors in the 

danrMnv^ln imrt b^'wes the i wdendwof higf) communlcatton 
yl y she^^ 

for sucpsM^^ iM»dernic setting.. J? (0p. 46-47). Simiarly, prior 
e[xpederiMWithth^ 

the cor^^ p^pom expected fo be positive^ related to 

gradMifitheoouriM or might 

benegdvelyr^ated 

appinm Prior cxpisriehce that 

takM the fonn of repM^ 
negative frttihKiM 

anxiety that wasitfed to tfie prfor experience.; To date, littie research has 
lN«iri pubiB^ that 
yaiiables and compos 
' oommu(^catk>n. 

One goal of th^ paper is io examine tm^ 
impact oh attitudes gender 
and prior experfe^ Aeeoond'goal istodetennine 

whether or not djffors^^ *9ehthe PSI-68mdnfKxlel andthe 
seff-contalned model for tew^ ' th^oourae are affected by gender or 
experierx^e diffoimces. Inot^ /Ords. is there an kiteractfon effect 
between type of pedagogk»d rrooel s^ 

The (tata preMnted are bc^ 
designed to examine aspects ol the kitroductory speech 66mmunk»tk)h 
course at Central Mk^higan University. Personal experience with teaching 
and supehHskig this course has suggest 
iT>ay be knportant gender differences bperatkig; skniltvly. interactfons 
With studento who have had prfor experience with course content (either 
because th^ dropped tf>6 pourse fo a prevfous semester or because they 
had had outskfo experiences that related to course content prfor to 
enrciiing in the bourse) suggest diflerences In their approach to this 
course. A review of key research ki these areas was undertaken to provkfe 
a theoretfoal framework for our suspicfons before the post hoc data 



analyses couki proceed. Because the analyses were secondary elaboratfons 
of studies already completed, variables conskfored were necessarily 
limited to those already foduded fo^the k)strurnents that had been used In 
the two studies dted. These variables are descrfoedki more detail a^ 
they pertaki to both gender ana prfor experience in the sectfons that 
folfow. 

LanquaoeandSax! Diffarence and Dominance. Gender an(| 
Communfcation. Communfcatton Between tha Saxes. The Power To 
Communfcate: Gender Dtffefences As Barriers. A fook at any list of texts 
fo the fiekJ of communfoatfon woukJ inckkfo titles such as those listed 
above. It Is easy to condude that an interest ki gender distinctfons is 
ti'trivfogkiourfiekJ. This foterest is not a rieworte, either; Interest fo 
the different relatfons of the sexes to fMk language dates back at least 
to 1 664, the year of the pubRcatfon of a report whteh dtes different 
women's and meh*s forms in tfie speech of the Carib peopfo" (Thome and 
Henfoy, 1975, p. 5). Indeed, even before such structured research took 
place, communkation between the sexes was a n»attor of CO "Scdal 
and religfous fojunctions agakist women communfoators have abounded. In 
the New Testament, Saint Paul k^stnjcted men to let a woman ieam ki 
sifonce with all subn^ssiyeness.* He sakf,1 permit no woman to teach or 
to have authority over men; she is to keep sifont* (I Tknothy 2:9-15)" 
(Borisoff and Merril, 1985, p. 5). 

The reason for this concern may be obvious. "Speech* and Vofoe' are 
frequency used as rhetaphors for power. It is ki the act of giving vofoe to 
one's thoughts and feelings that a speaker has the potential to affect the 
thoughts and behavfors of others.* (Borisoff and Merrill, 1975, p. 5) 
Certainty, then, communfoatfon skOls increase the likelihood of 
hfluendng others and so attafotng goals, presumably both personal and 
professfonal. It is no wonder that many fiekis, such as sodal linguistfos, 
educatfon, and speech communfoation, to name but a few, have contfoued to 
explore areas that may affect this skill. Similariy, in a time in our 
history when women are experiendng new freedoms and increased equafity 
with mafos in perc&jial and professfonal situatfons, the possible effects of 
gender in attaining these communfoatfon skills wouki be an important 
interest for scholars. 
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pfi» ntfoM qu^stipn whether or not this concern is stK a viable one. 
Cnthtpa^MCiety 

IlKxne arKl Hbr%.deaciil>e a^ ^^f^f^^ case obncerhing tf le Caffta tribe in 
South AMeiL *A Caffins imiM viot j;ir6f¥o^ ttie names of her 

Ine, or>iforda con^ ^l^i'f''^ ^ of thoM names. In the case 
of the Caflri^^ f^^f^f^ ^ ^^^^'P^^ *y^^. oorrtai^ male 
hMTm ms«f|t IM imufiy wori^ t^ this wonm havfe a syKable changed 
MiiAfkim p. 44). Of course, 

this may fa^^ Furtfier, 
mm^ Pfo^ wouU agm stridM in redudno gervder differences 

havebMri.nr^ However, for those 

of ut iritorMt^ hlcfm education, there seenvi little doi^ that gender 
d HfyeiKS S imt^ wltti t». A recent serlM of articles details niahy 
dbndiim on opNege oimj^^ HaN, 1985; 

BkkiJ^. One author ste^: 'Twish I could say that sexism on the 
campitt ^in^^ I cannot" 

(Riske, 1985, p.74). These tujthors daim thcrt the college classroom 
presento 'a cf^^dinwte for women* (Campbell, 1 9dj5, p^ 68). For 
resrardieisc^^ 

question r^rains: are there ger>dtofc^ 
attitiklesinobfnm 

Inopncfcisf^ Pearson (1985), in her booiccompjifng 

research in the area <k gander, tolls us that the research on gender 
differences in self-es^m 'Tiave provided mixed ftrKj^ngs* (p. 57), on the 
chttiging roles of men arid women 'are limited arxi mixed, at best* (p. 52), 
in Istening ns incxMidusiye as to whether men or wp men are bette r 
Isteners* (p. iOO), on empatt^^ does not offer condush^e 

eviderwe thc^ wbm^ are siipe^ men In empathic ability* (p. 166), etc. 
Such vague findirigs make predictiohs alx)ut the role of gefKier on attitudes 
toweird and achievement in a basic speech commuriicatipn course difficult 

Of special intere^ to this paper are the variables tfmt correspond to 
the expected behi^ral outcomes of the couise syllabus and Instnictor 
goals fdr the ooiurss. Spedfk^Hy, the fbHowing variables were directly 
reteviutt to course objectives: pe^ change in cbmmunicatiori skills 
and tNs kTipacI of the basic course on such ch«uige, change in 
communication apprehenston, change in self-esteem, academk) 
achievement in the course, and satisfactton with instructk)n in and the 
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quality, diffkxilty, and usefulness Of the course. Each variable Is 
consMered indivklually in the sectfons that folfow. 

Communicatfon Competence 

One area in whk^ males and females might differ wouki be in their 
self-perceplfons of communk»tk>n competence and the degree to whteh 
tfieycredltthecoursefdrimprovemertinttielroommunkxttonsW^ To 
iW( tf)ese peroeptkms with the course in questk)n, ft was necessa^ 
oonsWer students* perceptfons of their competence in each of the 
foltowing skit areas covered in tfiehybr^^ overall communk»tk)n 
competence,' Kstenirig, Interpersonal interactfon, nonveriaal 
oommunteatlon, use of language, confltet manigement, small group 
discussk>n, and publfe speaking. 

VVfth so many.variat>les being oonskfored, ft was difffcuft to find 
dear support from the Nterature for an expected higher level of positive 
perceptfons by either gender. However, niany of the areas iisted above 
relate to characteristk)s of females common^ assodated with this 
gender. These characteristfos, "sudi as sehsitiyity to the needs of others, 
understanding, cornpassfon,' and wami^ 
speaking setting; while feminine persorialfty trafts IncKiding compliance, 
yieWirig, and responsiveness may help women In achieving higher grades in 
the dassroom* (Pearson, 1985, p. 325). Therefbre, ft couM be expeded 
that females wpuM perfonn better overaN In the baste, hybrid 
oomnwnfcatten course. However, because any measure of perceived 
oomjfietence is based not on ot)iectiye standards but on self-perceptions of 
abllfty, self*esteem may have m impad on these perceptfons. As can be 
sean in the discussfon of self-esteem teter in this paper, females may 
indfoate toss perceived oommunfoatfon competence than mafos because of 
'Jiis influence; however, females also may change their self-perceptfons 
more fo a positive direction as a result of taking \Jt,e course. 

Cominunicatfon Apprehensfon 

The second area expfored was that of communfoation apprehensfon. 
McCroskey, Simpson & Rfohmond (1982) reported that their research 
findings were kfentfoal to other studies done by Talley (1 979) and 
Zimbardo (1 977). This research indfoates that there are no signiffcant 
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(fifferanoM beMeeri mates and females in terms of general communication 
apprG^iensio^^ TheconrMnedstud^^ 

J»e sitohthf more apprehend about b^munioBting within the public 
speeMio o^ (McCroskey, Sirnpson & Richmond; 1982, p. 

133)*; Cdriiequef^ should be expected to score somewhat lower 

than nudM oh the PRCA*20, an (usessment of communication apprehension 
tfwt ^ooNies 01) puMo speaking more thaJi orl other social communication 
,sistlirios.> 

Whether or not females qoiild be «(pected lo show a larger decrease 
Ifi appreherviion u ai result of UMng aii intmductory hybdd course can not 
t» dearly prM^^ lierature,however/iriftKt,ther^ 
•reobntraMo^ 

obrnmuhica^ Qrayet 
al* (1986; J987) reported decrease bpnminication apprehension (as 
meeoured tiy t^ PR|^ 20) as an outdome of the course at CMU, with 
PSi*basM sedions exHi^^ 

examiried. In comfMiHM Richiiwnd and A^^^ (1985) mm that a 
decreuiejnco^^ 

^>ec}fioskittariM^ Impmvkl^kiM can only M 
areas In which Specific ^Rs traininig is provided*-^ this we mean that 
skHb tndning does not general2e....tf spedfio tiainihg In how to 
construct a good introduction to a speech is provided, we should expect the 
person after training to be able to prepare a l>»tier introduction. However, 
we should not expect the person to be able to prepare a better conclusion 
or to prepare better tor a fomwl interview; Such sMI generalization 
simply does not ooojr. As a result, we cannot expect any generaHzed 
reductton in comoKjnication apprehension to be produced t/y skills training 
either (p. 89). 

Self-esteem * 

Artother area that was focused on ki the two studies from whbh these 
data were ottleid was self-esteem. Pearson (1 985) summarizes the 
Ntorature in thb area by stating that "some have found no difference in 
the levels of self-edteembi»tween men ar^ 1978; 
Drummond, Mdntire f ^^and, 1977; Zuckerman, 1980) and others have 
determined that men ^i^her in setf*esteem tm are women (Stoner & 
Kaiser. 1978; Smith & Self, 1978; GoM, Brush. & $protzer,1960; Loeb & 
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Horst. 1978; Judd & Smith. 1974; Berger. 1968; Bohan. 1973)" (p. 57). In 
addition. Pearson cites studies that show that women may alter their 
perceptions of themselves more readily than do men (Shamo & Hill. 1975; 
Judd & Smith. 1974, 1977). Women can overcome the differences in 
self-esteem through intervention which focuses on devek)ping skiUs 
(Pearson. 1985. p. 61 ; Smith & Self. 1 978). Therefore, aithough the 
research is inoondushre. itcouM be expected that men wouM do better on 
a scale of self-esteem than wouki women and. further, that women wouM 
change their self-esteem more significantiy in a positive directk>n after 
taking a skiH-buikfing course. 

Acadcmk) Achievement 

Also consklered in the studies from whk^h these data were drawn was 
students' academk: achievenient in the course. Common perceptk>ns 
concerning gender differsnoes in achievenrant fevor males over females in 
academfe matters. "From the time of adolescence, men hava a Higher 
expected success rate on hon-sodal skills than do women. When actual 
pedbmiance lags behind expected success, men are stiN perceived as more 
successful (GoM, Brush, & Sprotzer, 1980)T (Peiauson, 1985, p. 58). 
However, the research In our fieM seems to support the beiief that, 
females shouM receive higher att-aroutid grades than wouM males In a 
communkiattoh dassroom. "Itappew^ithatwormnand fen^nkK) 
kxiivMuals may report greater levels of fear, but actually perfonn better* 
(Pearson, 1985, p. 328). In the spedfto area of pMo speaking, females 
tend to do better tfwn males, also. "Females appear to receive higher 
grades than males on their classroom speeches (Pearson & Nelson, 1981 ; 
Barker, 1966)" (Pearson, 1985, p. 325). 

Satisfactfon 

The last area was a collective one that included satisfactton with the 
instruction in and the quality, difTicutty, arxi usefulness of the course. 
Again, the eclectic nature of the published informatton made it diffk^ult to 
find supportive data to assert that any specific gender differences would 
be found here, but one overall finding already dted may have an impact 
here. Since women more readily change their perceptfons of themselves 
than do men (Shamo & Hill, 1975; Judd & Smith, 1974, 1977), and since 
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ftmilM (MM to iMpbn^ 

(Piinon .1985, p. 61 ; Smith & Self, 1978)/tt may be true that females 
wMMKavtm^ 
i i piii eo twui y oyifii, 
TobMlyet^^ 

oontriMJbb^^ fkxingii cohbemfrio the p08$tt)le role of 

geiKierdWM^^ a liasic speech 

oomtw u nlcrfw irigerienrf^theittolloif^ 

taveeriipiftariM^ 1) females 

Wipemehwt^ 

Ihebeginf^ 

iriQfiHkiant^/ bi a po^tive direction bylhe end of the course than will 
rinaies; 2) f^alee Will atMxrte this positive change to the course more 
than tAil males; 3) femalM wM show oreater signs of oommunlcatioh 
appoihenslon than males jia 

inors signlfioimtfy in a diredion of reduced apprehensioh than wiH males; 

4) females evaluate tB^ sel^^ 

start of the course but WIN change more significantly ^ 

dkectioh than wW rnales by the end of the oou^ 

morepcMMveattHudMtow^ 6)iemaleswill 

receive higher grades in the course than wlH males. 

eCPBVB«EDIFFB»^ 

A second set of student variables was relatod to the poss%>ility that 
sonf>e studisnts enrolled during the semester that these data were ooilected 
differed from other stu^ 

oontem or with tf)ls actual cours^^ In particularity groups of students 
weieoonsidei^lobe impoiWit 1) students who had had forensic (debate 
or individual events) experience or pubiio speaking/communication courses 
prk)r to emolfing in the introductory course at CMU; and 2) students who, 
for whatever niason, withdrew or failed this course in a prior semester. 

A review of relevant literaturs regarc^ these differences offered 
little help in predicting how or why these students might be difTsrent 
from the rest of the population for this course. It Is probably safe to 
assume that having had a pubiio speaking dass in high school or having 
been on the debate team couki affect one's performance in this course, but 
the directton of that affect Is not certain. A student who excelled in high 
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school might have abiKties and resources upon whk^h to base efforts in 
ttiiscourse. As a consequence, tt might be somewhat easier for that 
student lo perfomi wel in this course than it wouM be for students who 
lack tf Hit experience. There oouU be a negative sklelo the prior 
experience, however. If the material is perosived to be ^ 
redundant or if U>e content ki the introducfory course contradfeU earlier 
infdrmatkm in some signlffoant way, the student may devefop negative 
attltudM toward the course which might, in tm^ 
achievement 

As for students who were repeating the course during the semester 
these data were colfocted, sknllar oontradictk>ns are possible. If the 
reemoVment was brought about by illness or other unforeseen 
ckoumstances, the prior experience m^ht have enhanced the studenfs 
attitude and performance in much the same way prior e 
content in high school bouU be expected to enhance these v On 
the other hand, if tfw studem had been forced to repMt t)ec^ 
many abeenoes, nitesed assignments (poteritially caused by high speech 
anxiety; see RidKnbnd end MoCroskey, 1965), or falling grades, the 
studenfs attitude oouU have been negative from the begkming. 

Because of the hmny possibfo prs(«ctfons that oouM ^ 
the prior expertsnoe variable and the smaN sampfo siz4 )x^ 
emerge from ftiese data, no hypotheses were devefoped. Instead the 
analyses were gukled by a global research questkMi: to what extent does 
prior experier)ce wHh this obufse or with thte content affect student 
attitudes and peiforrnance? 

EFTO;T OF ll«Tf%K)TIONAL MODEL f»SI^E0VS.SELF<)ONTAINED 

In additfon to examining gender and experience differences across 
sectfons of the bask: course, a second goal was to examine the kiteractfon 
of the pedagogk^alnrKxM with these difforeooes. Since an underiyk)g goal 
of this research was to fuNy deecribe the knpact of the PSi-based fonnat 
on ktstnictkHi in the intmdudory hybrid course, examlnk)g for difforences 
based on gender and experience variables seemed important 

Consklerable research conceming the use of a modified PSI format In 
the basfo speech communk»tion course shows this instructfonal fomiat to 
be a very effective one {Berryman*Rnk & Pederson, 1981 ; Fuss-Reineck & 
Seller, 1982; Gray. 1984; Gray, Bueritel-ftothfuss, & Thomas, 1987; Gray, 
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:Bu«H(«l-R6lhfuts;a yet%,;^S^^ HanMw, Beell, Prenik», & Seilar, .1982; 
''^Hiuirai & QibMn>19e3: HSms Hwn, &|tatcli, 1l976; Soott & Young, 1976; 

-SaHtf^g^ i«n:.SiM^:fl^m41(^^ & BasMtt, 

' Sl9MranilTa^;{i90^:^8p(^^ BuerfcM-Rothfuss, 

»dWi(P>ific<i Ixtwwwfi li. tpodHted p^ r to nite id tyttsfn of instruction 

' •sM'CpfiraifM^ lMM^^tp|M(^ oonvfiufnCfltiM .pourf»^. points to A; 
' cImt tuf)Mfc>rl^^^ l^|*MMd iiis^od^(riono i nunibof.of dinwnsionsi 
- stiidsnt pjM tofrw writbM M studs^ porfornwnco on oral 

^pSfOSptiOM^OT . ^ 

8h«^^ the PSI 

nwdol pfNiMlsntl^^d^ botlw.CNitpow^ fof this appfodch than/ 

^^ia^of.^s^^ 

1976); ilit.PS^^ 1) nMurtsfy 

^^kihi^ it 'i ^rtrm onl^^ 4) ttw im.of 

^thfsf^jn^^ . 

PSf; wW) M mbc^Mttb^ tfK» natura of 

a j^wfomii^^^ In tlie^!-tes6^ class 

^rinp tfio i^amast^^ ms 68; Each 

'Mc^ by a r^uhu^^i^in^^ studant; 

-pvp^h^^ The 

.^aatf:cqn^^ 
chair^ of PSI; !fta use of 
Isadiinof^^ m^fiMrt^^^ 
th9 Mtf-don&i^ ^ 33. EsKh section 

.mstaught bya grad^ Tfiens mrp onfy tfirae 

differences betwem tfi^^ fonnatsV ^^^^ did not 

use studant piockire deif size (^fered. aid tfie PSI4)ased students 
could lepeat tfieir first two speeches until a minimum competency level 
was acfiieved wfiile in the self^ontalr^ddTiei^ students gave an 
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ungraded first speech and a graded sbcopi' speech In addition to the graded 
third speech which was corrimon to both rarma». (For a complete 
description of this approach, see Gray, Buerkel-Rothfuss, and Thomas, 
19C7). 

In short, the superiority of tf^ PSI*based^ model appears to be dear; 
Less certain is whether 6r not being rnale or ^ifnale is related to c 
performance i ri th is or other nxkiels of the basic omrse. As discjssed 
eariier in th^ jMaper, tfiere Is reason ib beliave that females wi 
IMdorm t>^ wW express rhdri^ positive attitudes ttmh 

males in the dburse. jHe quMtfoh then Incomes, does workirig with an 
undergraduate teaching ieuMistarit (UTA) (ffmihisli soma of these gender' 
cfifferenoes? * CerMnI/ the aqcelsibl^ to \ the und^^At^ laachkig 
assistarrt and the pr)eK)n^ obacliing, encbbraiG^, fufid hel^hg tf»t goes 
oninthePSI-bmdfo^ 

lessen any inhererft g^de^ that might be found Iri the course 

overall. IfferrratfMtehdtorato 

outset the on€H}n-one:attef)tfo ijom the UTAs r^ilrt help to enhance 
tfiese setfrperceptfcm. If males tend to b4 more resists to learning this 
material or tend to find it more ififficult to:ihco^)orata cornmurilcation 
skflis like empatlnf and listening into their daHy interaction, the 
retotiohship with tf>e UTA might result in better understanding of this 
material. 

Ag^n, becaim of the tack of Info^ 
k)teract{m,riot^rp$^ The research 

questions were phrased at the ex|^ Istherea 
retedionship betvyeen gender and^or prior expeHc^ and type of model 
(PSi-based vs. self-corTtairied) when fob^ s^ student attitudes and 
perfomiance in (he krtroduclory hybrid course? If sci, what sorts of 
interactfons can be kfentifled? 

Tl« RESEARCH STUDIES 

The data reported here were derived f rorh two studies designed lo 
examine aspects of pedagogy ki the Introductory course. The male-female 
comparison data were cotiected from a study d^ned to examine student 
variables in PSI-based sections of the course only (see Yerby, Gray, and 
Bueri(e!-Rothfus$, 1987) and from a study.designed to compare PSI*based 
sections of this course with seif*contained sections (see Gray, et al.. 
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1967). lYb pri^ oblecM from these twc 

^1) the Yerty tiii imaiysM examMng mteraction 

METHOD 

' Ito <pi»^^ opf^^ bourse during the M sismestor of 
1965^^^ Two quaitfcM^^ adntinMered, the first during the 
s ewidyw 
^ih^uiv^ 

irimto^^ Social s^^ 

nurribmi^ 

subjeds^i^^ 

flniiimjp^^^ 

students e^^ that uurpie: one hundred 

S(Mmwemen^^ 

hundred^ 

tM^bOUM:>Stlk^ 

iri^udtidintlws^^ 

the ono|pir^jM^^ of ttie evenipQ mei^ iime. 

Pvereppi^^ 
penmilw^ 

betMfiMNiji^ Beoujsethecbumtepartofac^^ 

^^^ t 9 mM \m^€A \h9 cm^us as a whole. : Uter^ aH possible ^Jors and 
minmwera^ 

ymt iif0ti^ outmiriiberj9d males in the sample ftve 

tothfee;.The<^^ 
pombir^ 

was ap^xi^^ 60:40 at the unlvmitx itc'the time of data collection; 
2) fsmales nwjf have been more dciiscien^ attendance and fSHng 
in thequ^pn^^ thus beftni drpppedjn^ tHe bmple in smaller 
rw^ibers; and/or 3) females may have seliacted tfils communlcalion course 
over the five other possible competency courses while males may have 



been represented more heavily in those other courses. 

To assure compariMity of sections at the outset of the study, 
Chl-equm teste were computed fx tlw 

prbiesldBia: c«» 8iandMig;jBiifam m the course; Cfproxlmaui 

GPA, previottt public speeicing/fore^ 

enrolment in the course, ^to significant difference s were obtained. 

Similarly, Mssts were used to c6m(»re PSI-based sections with 

self-oontalned SMKtions on peioeptibhs of dpmmu^^ 

expectattorw for the oourM, ONnrnunic^ 

seif-estelMa NoslgnificanldH^^ 

data, leadkig the resetuidhers to oond^ 

dtfferenoM between groups at the beg^^^ 

Procedure. DetacoNectionwasaoc(XTY)Nshedfcith^ 
pretest questiomwire, posttestquestionnan^, and ooi^^ 
from instnjctorr record t)bok8. Date were oolected by dassioom 
instnjctors; the researchers (M not teach sections of the b^ 
durlng1965^. 

Thefkstquestiomiairecomfidned ftems and was dMded into five 
sectiGKis: 1) i^)s measuring peioeivktconvnunicat^ 
(Self4^ercsption of &)mrhunicatf^ 

studerr^ expectations for the course to in^rovis their conimur^cation 
competoooe (Peroe^ 'ed InftuiMios of the Course on Communfcation Abilities 
Scate); 3r McCrp^e/s (1970) Pereoril ifW^ 
Apprehensioh Scale; 4):an adaptation of tfie Janis^Reld Feefingsof 
inadequacy S(^ (FMbR>n 

characteristfcs stfidex^ Ihe scales and items 

chosen reieclecl tf)e expected outoc^ 
standardized course syffabi».> 

The Self-Perception of Communication Abirties Scale (SPCA) was 

adapted^ ah eariierirtikJy by Gray etal. O This scale measured 
selfi>eroeivedabi^lnarahgeofco^^ ovemN 
communication competenoe. Itetoriing. interpereonal interaction, nonverbal 
communication, use of language, conflict mariiagenr^ Studente 
responded to a series cf statemento such as: "I am a competent listener* 
using a ffve^t Ukert type scale (1»strongly agree; S-strongly 
disagree). AH sixteen Itenns were summed and divided by sixteen to create 
this scale, with a low number indicating a high degree of self-perceived 
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cdnvm^^ A^pta reteit^ for this scato wai .90. 

:9cd!»^^ The pretest items 

expected tridnp llie oouiM Ipinipra^ 

'.sowniei teyfie reispifiy » «g4/« nirinepieiesvvjpiecu responQeaioa 
'Series of Mure oHeritsd MAstnerrts su^ 9f "I expect to beopiTie m. rnore 
'Xpnipelsfil Msner pi h rMWlt of .teA^^ this opixse* usino § Ifve-point 
- Licert*type s|QBSe^(lHrtfpnQly[ eQree« .Sf^etronoly dteaoree). - A iow score on * 
Ihe prelM I^A eci^ Mk^K^ perpeptiOfitiwtM the course wouid^ 
'iR4)n)ve tM indhMuali oofTVTN^^ 

(PFIDAr20) ece|e wes used to 8SM4Mjliidsi4i*epprehension ebout QivkiQ 
' sp y ch w i (ft^roskeyt 1 970; 

Powers, 4 &nyttie,;1 900).^ « S^J!dMHS rsspondsd to si series of itotementi 
ttbMtpM *l foef relaxed and 

oornfofft ^ whte sp^^ tf'iS^ a low score on this 

scele indfeated a low.ieviM of convnuntation apprehension (a^pha 
lellibil^iorj^ 

:A TOdl^^^^ cf the Jsn^^FMl FiMinoejrf biade^^ Scale 
(FIS), a WUe^^ mewMre ft Shaver^ 

i91^);ymi^^ to mecmire the ImpCK^)^^ cdwnmunlcation 
sklis on selfHjsteOT !n the ei^ kivoly^ add^ 

that oprm^^ toV# f? ^ ^^'^ P^^H^- V^jo^V^hximts 
resportdsd to a serlM^bf sts^^ a|xHltJsel^p^^ such as *l can 
meke.^letMm confid^t^j^.*^ A ti^jK^ this seals l^icatsd high 
selfteMm. T^d)pteref^^ .94. 

Flim)f/^ctoiiiocrBphic data and Qrade.expectatlpiis were colecled to 
chedc fcK ^m^vitiM of Students ao^ groups gerider, 
gifade,<»(p^(^ In GPA, prior experierk^ witfi oburse mrtent, 

other oomrm^^^ l^ken; mi whether or not the ^udehts had 

enrolled In b^^ 

The second queim admmte^^ during the final week of 

classesiuid^ theSPCA^the 
nCA, the raCA, and the PIS. For.the postl^ Items on the PICA ecale 
wem rsphru»Kj from firt^ 

Iftener asa rMHiit of taking this course * to pest tense, 1 have become a 
mofecornpetentistenerasarecultoftaMngthlsoounie.* Consequently, 
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the posttest PICA measured the degree to which tt)e course was credfted 

for Improvement (or lack thereof) in students' communication skHls, a 

slightV,differeht measurement than the expectations extracted from the 

pretest PICA. The alpha relabattvfori^»^^ 

was .94; alpha reliabllty for the eritirecdm^^ Also 

Induded on the posttest questfonnaire were questions at^ 

grade expec^ in the course, overaH rating of the course, and red^ 

the course in terms of usefot^^ 

course nwt e^qpectaOm Finaly, al sbdents were asked to rate their 
Instructor's Imwiedge of m^ 

for students, effort grading, and qyeraH^teadhli^ These 
ev^uatibrm were s(ffhrned 

the Instructor (ATTINST). Studenti In PSI*based sec^ons answered the 
same sort of que^Hpnsa^^ lnall,the 
second questkmnj^ bbnta^ 

Grades for isi i^signrnents oornmon to both fonnats (final speech, 
vkieotape ass^nment, speedi qutine, audience analysis paper, final exam, 
and final coursa grade) were gc^iersd frwn records and g'lade books 
submitted by the kmtrudbrs. Because the university uses a 12 point 
gracing 9k»^, all grades recorded fell within a ra point (E)to12 
points (A). 



Study 2 

.Sample. Data were collected from students enrolled in PSI'-based 
sections of tfie l)asfo course during the third week of the Winter, 1 987, 
semester. During the iasX week of the semester, students were asked to 
complete a posttest questfonnalre. In all, 159 of the 181 studerits 
enrolled in these sectfons oompleted both phases of the data collectfon 
and becarne the sample for thte study. 

Ijooking ait demographfo data, approximately 70% of the students in 
the sample were freshmen, 15% were sophomores, cuxl the remaining 15% 
were junfors or seniors. Pemales outnumbered makrs approximately 3 to 2. 

Procedure. Ihe main purpose of tne study was to examine the 
relationship between students' perceptions of their UTAs and UTA 
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pMM^^ not (nkw\ibkij viM wamiiied. In particulair, 

P wqyBwi t, of Cofiwm^^ AbMiM 8caJ» (SPC>^ , the Perceived 
MfuN^ oif Ciin ^^ (PICA), end • acale constmcted 

M»med «tM^ ki genersd 

(ATlniyiM|)/^^ uskio the ads^tstion of 

^ the jMlMleld FmI^ 0? InadB^jin^ earVer, and 

thj^roofhf^^ (1970) 
Perao^^ App^erif^ scale (PRCfA-20). Except 

Ibrtheg^jNi^ 

dteoHbed It fK^^ ompc^ 

eeV^amtabie^^ modefs d the t^asic course (Gray et al., 

196e;anclGfixetal,.1987). 

ANALYSES 

Using dtda frpm Study 2» t4este wera 
diff s rencesforalde^e^ 
thecteM. TheMdffmm 

Tm-^nif fvu^it^ of variance and ooytvianoB ware computed to test 
loriMI^MOMb^^ 

dWsf^^ fiMnalM/and tfol^^ effect 

betWeenl^^ 

WM the foim^ Class standing (061 ). apfmximate QPA (Qa4), 
previous 

MKridu^ events (066 j, courses in spewh com^^ taicen in hig h 
ediool (067); coi^^ speech bonvnun^k»dk)n talosn Ut college (068), and 
prindpusp^ 

variark3e/d^^ Bnr^poiied k\TMe Z 

Due to the msSli m^ sib for repeatafrs (n « 59). anal> sis of 
varianoB procedures. witfKHi^ the^ would further 

reduce ttwsanfiies^.w^ No 
statements about statistical signlfidmce can t>o made from these data. 
Conwquently, only results for differences on the SPCA, PICA. PRCA. RS, 
and ATTITUDE scales are reported. These data are tat)led In Table 3. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSfON 



TaUe 1 presents the resujte of t-tests beUveen males and fe^^ 
for attitude puxiperforrnance variables, three scte of variables are 
presented: 1) pretest Infprrnation; 2) post^^ 
scores for the depemient variabto IM^^ 
hundred Im femakM lo^ 

Looking first at dmerenoes during the ttiird weeic of dassGS 
(PRESPCA. PREPICA, WEATTfTUDE. PREPRCA, and PREfTS). only one 
significam difference was reported. Ferraies in the PSI4>ased model 
apparently t)egan the course with lowwr 
dkJ males. 

Turning to the cfiflerences at the completion of the course, on^ 
significant dHfera^ k tabled. This time, the significant difference is 
for the Perceived influence of the Course on Abifftles scale. lUlales 
ImficaM less influe^ 

Wth regard to change eopfM only the 

comnfiur)ication appreh^ 

oouiYeirestonifi(»u)tlydifferer)t Fdmales apparently reported a 
significant larger decrease in speech anxiety and req»ived significantly 
higher overai grades than males. 

In sumrnary. there Were IK) significant differences betwe^ 
for the Studentfl^ Perpeptipns otCom rTHinicati^ Abilities scale (SPCA). for 
attitudes toward the course (ATTITUDE) or for self-esteem measures 
(RS). Other signiRcant <^^m^ Although 
not significant, mean dfforences.for SPCA, ATTITUDE. RS. and the SPEECH 
and .'INAL EXAM mcuttura^ 
scores bo^^ng higW scores^^^ 

Tabie 2 presento the resuito of the varianc^^ 
fM pnb sfiidenW In PSI4)ased and selfKxmtalned sections of the basic 
coufio. AM dependent variables are listed on thio table; change scores 
were used as the unit of fmalysis for aN variable for whl^ 
available. 

Looking first at dmerences beb^'sen the Instmctipnal models for the 
five scales, it appears that the PSI-based model achieved superior results 
for perceived communication competence (SPCA). perceived contribution 
of the course to that competence (PICA), perceived communication 
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i^eheosfo^ (PRCA),'and ajl^ides toward the instructor (ATTINST;. 
;Stude^ in the PSi-based ieveto of perceived 

corim^ ooum «^ ttwt competence ihore, 

deorease^ a^i^her^ Wre feK more 

poeitt^ fbotrtttc^ hmtri^^ in the seif^tained 

Mctfa^/^^ ifipmrH for scores on social 

Mlf^esWem (FIS) at the €MfM[of ti^^ rspbrted siiQht 

impf^^ otii^^ bfwdIM VttB 

sfliiipi^; di^%>i^ed e^^ of 

jBtubentsi^^ 

Mi oo^uMm j^^^ ftK GPA fMTMJ coijcge oodrses ex^ influetn)e 
on at feast one of the scc^, Signifkiwit covi^^ fbr SPCA were debate 
expiHtence^ ^ ^ Pubiib peaking experience. 

It jmrni r^^ ttYat tf^ typif of •r^pi&mo^ would influence an 
Indiyidiif^ Class 
standina was related orihr to peic^;>ttbns about the IhfluiKioe of the course 
bh impf^y^ ^Quite p(MH^» fn^^ would be more Rkiiiy to credit 
the course for Irriimycm^ than Interesting^, 
exf)erience wilH iiKNvidual Imnts reli^ communication 
apprc^^^^ instructor, 
CoursM ihhighKl^ Experience with debate 

was a sighificaht ooyi^^ fufudyses. 

Due to the ruiture of tM ahaiyals of varta^ prc^»dure, specifio 
ODndusibns td^^ ^is cMdinK^ of the relationship of the 
covieuriables <»nn^ be e8td)IMied: : Further ekp(mito?y analyses are 
needed bef^ these relatic^^^ explained: 

Wtth regs^ fo Oj^nderr orily SPCA nstu9tod in a statistically 
signHicarit difference between mai«i and fmrwles. Females reported 
highisr teyeis of penDeived iramimnicatip^ abilHiee at the emi of the course 
than did males. AW)ough the differeinces in nie^ for ea^ of the other 
Ibur indices ira in tfie expected dre^^ thMe diffimnces are not 
significant at^espedfieda^ .05. 

Noneofttwinteractkmeffecb vim In spite of the very 

large difference by group ar)d by gefK|(MV being in a PSI-bbed model did 
not enhance ttie learning fbr either gender grot^ 

Looidhg next at pefceptions about the degree to which the course met 
expectations! the difficulty of various aspects of the course* and the 
usefulness of various aspects of the cbunBe» ttie results are mixed. 
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Students in PSI-based sections felt tfiat tfie course was of higher overall 
quality, met ttieir expectations better, and g6.ierally would be more useful 
to their itves ttian did students in selfn^ontainxl sections. These students 
also perceived the final speech assignment to be significahtiy more useful 
ttian did the ottier group. Neltiier group found the videotape 
assignment to be particutarly useful, nor were tiiereiiignifioBnt 
differences in perceived difficulty of ttie assignments or tests. Once 
again, ttiese results support earlier findings for ttie entire sarnple by Gray 
etal.(1987). 

Gender was a significant precfbtor for on^ ttiree dependent variables: 
overall perceived qtm% of the course^ th^ degree to which tf>e course met 
expectations, and ttie overall usefulm^ of ttie course. Females apf>arentty 
found ttie videotape analysis and ttie firirJ speech to t)e slightiy more 
useful ttiari dkJ males, but thm differer^ were ik>t Significant at ttie 
specified alpha leveL 

The most Influential covariate for ttiese analyses was prior 
experience witti public speaking.' th^ experience was linked witti an 
ttiree perceptions of diffteuRy items and witti ttie item measuring 
usefolriess of ttie final speech. Presumably, ptior expeiierice witti publk: 
speaking wouM decrease perceptfons of diffk»l^ for speecti>elated 
assignments. Also Important was high school ourses taken in ttiis 
content area; tti^ covariato was ^riificant In ttie analyses for difficulty 
of ttie tests, usefulness of ttie final spMch, and overall usefolness of ttie 
course. Finally, cld»st»)dinglninu<^^ 
of ttie tests arid the (fifficuity of ttie course overaN. 

Once agairi, rione of ttie interaction effects was sigrMficant Being In 
a PSI4}ased section dki not differeritially affect orie gender over ttie ottier. 

Rnally/Tabje 2 presents ttie results of student performance Iri ttie 
course on five asslghrnents (audience analysis paper, finiftl speech, 
vkleotape analyisto paper, senterice outline, final exam) and ttie final 
course grade overan. This time, very st^ 

between P8l4)ased and selfKX)ntained sections of ttie course. Students In 
ttie PSI-based sectioris received signifk^antiy higher grades on all 
assignrinehts. except fbr ttie final exam and, as is consequence, received 
significantly higher final course grades. 

Similarly, strong differences are apparent by gender. Females 
received signifk»ntiy higher scores on all assignments and, consequently» 
higher course grades overall ttian did males. 
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f T ; mJ tptkh od^^ P^!^ • iblf In the analyses. 

VfnisMlw.f^ pipy^ tt)t iiK^impmim rola'jn gradt . 

r^: icMvai^^ (and Who riave 

' ittia flhidy^M arid MMMhiri iM|^ Id aoMsva that QOtij ¥ifill do * 
^ ' bitlif hi.llii I'f!!'? ^^f^''^ inptfvalidt lasi ooal-oritntad 

Mudii^ 

^iMhttiof bMQ 'a lifjNhfnan in a fcashnianhliviil ockirta halpad or hindarad 

1^" y p fctfl d .to anhanpa.f)^^ tMs coursa*^ 

^^V". '^'Mjn.ttia^q^ 
1^ laportid 

c.^'"^'' niaiia and fsinalas in |%H)aMd tacliont* 

Mif-bontf^ aaoiibna^af!^ a nurribar of Ways, but this 

^^^:t> ^nioc^ f ,!f^!'*'^ If^'lH^^ than.it (ipaa on 

V ^'J fsnialaa; ANNouph It ]mm pfadjoM thn lha fMMy lo Intacact wHh, 

raps^boa^^ 

Mluca^^^^ 

parfoimb^irh^ 

aactlbns 6^ battar than males In 

' tfiisooufsaw . ^ ; ' / 

tabia 3 presents th^ a^^ 
r ^ atudenttti^)!^^ 

aize (n - 59), no fdtempt Was made lo sepivata repeaters by reasons for 
repeatlnolhadbuiM 
f MMtoaMi^^ 

MmptoWiMaiap^^ 
yioMon 

cWfci^inl^^ 
vtheywafaor^^^ 
Mtoeaonfy* 

Only one dif^^^ 
emefj^ed these analyses: students In the PShbased sections 
appmitfyh^m^ 

of the o^ree than did students In the self-contained sections. Males In 
?; the PSI*bsAed Mctto 
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inJcating that, without exception, those individuais felt their instructors 
lo be clearly superkK lo other Instmdors. Females In that omup reported 
anequalyairtonlshingl.21. Students In the seK-oontalned sections 
reported eooTM a)nslderiMy,cloeer b the mean of the scale, wi^ 
lendhg lo Judge their instruclors more poalt^ 
interaction effects is slgnHlcant 

IxibMng at the nonslQniflcani rnea^ 
PSkweed eections reported much higher levels d 8PCA t^ 
In that group and either males or fsn^ 
SbnHarV, milM in PSt-b(^ 
improvenierit In communication appreKs^^ 
PSM)ased sectiohs or students in me eelHx^^ 

With regiudio gender, one significant findkigte females 
appear lo have Increased social eelf^ateem in both form 
more than dkl males, pnoe again, no 4gniflcant interact effects were 
reported* 

In eummary, few dHferenoee emerged when compart^ 
sample of sMents who were repeattng the course. Thesr/d^ 
considered only in the most Isntativa way, however, due the v^ 
sample stee. r^^'^i^tion acmse several semest^ 
create a saropla Iwge enough fcK statistfcally^ 

IIUIPtJCATIONS 

The findings reported from this study provide some drections 
researchers interested in devek)plng ways to kKrease the eff^^ 
the basic course In speech oommunicalion. fyioeting the needs of this 
diverse populalion may mean developing dlfpi^^ 
and^or leaching strategies to increMe the 
Further, it may necesslMe the eciaMHi an^ 
plaoe them In sectione suited to nWet thek idenUn^ 
compartog two differing !nstnj^^ fonnats, some Insights into the 
dkection for future research were fourid. 

With regiud to gender, females were found io be superior 
terms of academic achievement, Increasing self-esteem, decreasing 
comofHinlcation apprehension, and having positive attitudes toward the 
course. This was trpe regardless of the Instructional fonnat enrolled In 
the students. From these data, varying the Instructional format (at 
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Itiitt bdhf^^ and MW-coni^^ ttctkm) shouM not provide 
irmltt wWt muoh^dift^ or iMMci tio'diiptrtty belWfon Iho 

yiiiMi ■;>tnowi¥ir , invo cniifucponw MiiNUi^wico SHOtsoo wnn mo 
inpil spfwoiit dWofW 

unoiNi^fviwio^iM^ ' I no ono on-ono MonnQ oio noi 

m^U^^^m^'^A^ l^lk^li ^ ill ■ Ml ■ t ■ ■ — mitt m t * * ^ * 

iwuvwy ffiupn oonom 10 wio 

UI^IOI N I lOniBKin wfml vOlOi UNPMWPUJO Wl NIOIULiUIIJU lUniWi, OUOn 80 

'ditto oiso, rato of wiMon anoyooo.lo poftoiinonoo onjgnnionti, olo* ond 
ovon IomMoq 'tyj^ (IocIimOi oNOPOitoOi djtocN^ pfovklo 
inofo inot^Miiitowly diipiirily.ooowfod ond whoihof or not Mo 
'UMif oiiuo iodiio lodMofoncoo In pfofoffod iooniln0 itytoOi olo* ond 
^IhoMlbfO duo to thihoo wo oo oduootofi inov liont to tiv to ovoflioto. 
' CoftpMy^^ ,tho VMf oknolo fof womon* topytod ooniof not found to ^ 
DO vuo 01 WW opuroo 0101 WOO onoijxoo* ' noopono wny womnno vona 
coburitkio^ 
tho ooiNOO for 4|tt. nioto^ 
diflofonooo MhjifiMn tti^ 
inofOfkoo ttwolfool|viM)oooo^ 

WMh fOQoid to topootofo of too ooufw, tf^to woo 0 dH^^ 
. Ijoiiuiiiionoo Doiwoon iiioonii m no vioowooonoi lOmNKi* inoropootofo 
porfonnod tnittor in tho pSf ^boo od te f mrt th w i In ifio toifconWnod 
f6rmot TWoopu>dt)odootobowri i oi M ^ 
'ThoootHipor^foi^ lttepootl)lo 
(not obidonto^who dU not hovo tho PSHMttod ooctiono Iho first tkno 
^onHmd ond dkin*t pooo too ooutm roolbod tooir nood for QuMonco, found 
' Ihio 9uidonpo oooMy 9co$&Mi$ wWi too ovoMbMty of too UTAo, ond oo 
thoximitodfli^ Thooootudonttmoyobohovo 
UMd iHo obviouo dVfOfonoo to fpnnot oo o woy to oxouoo thoir 
provbut loiluro; for tti^ 
oRovMki thorn to 

ooniplotingtMpc^^ FbrttwofnMnuntoorofo^ 
I^M)«Md oo(4bn too flmt tim 

boon loM thfootonln0 thon for otudonti who hod to ropoot tho oourooino 

faQutor oocllon» oinop tho iofoo 0^ 

onpiiymoiuo to tho liw^^ 

ofiiiodoquocy. Fbrotudontowho h^dtodr^ 

llnit ttoio oround ond who ropoolod tho oouTM to tho ooH-oon^^ 

•ocfono, too otigmo otiociotsd wito t)Otoo fofo^ 
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courso might havo contritMitod to tho nogatfvo attitudos. ^ FinalV, for 

stiKionts who took tho courso tho ^t timo undor tho PSI4>aso^ 

but repoated it undor tho oolf-containod format, tho oxplanatk>nt soomt 

Icssdoar. ThoobiWjrtoropootundoro<ifrorontforn^ 

samo >xcuto ' dosorbpd itevo: boc^i 

oonmoion, moro tpo(^ rofoofch lo d 

foporatino tho poopio who ropootodotfinst thoir wiN (too many 

incomploto assionmonto, faWng tho to^ 

ropoatod tho oourip for hooNh or othor pprional roopono to 

too rolaUonihipo botwoon fomiot 

*ropoaim" can bo undorstood. 

Tho findinot of tho onalytio of 
forro o o orch o w . TholrouboopotothoPSI-bMOdoystomm^to 
idontifytop otudonto *ot rM* rnay ho^ to pii^ 
inoorporatino oomo of tho olfoc^ P8I oharodp^ 
usoofthootudontprodofi. Rpoooichaimodartdoypfc^^ 
Uontify otudpnto who moy bo proditpoood to dropp^ 
foar, lock 0? motfyation, poor altf^ 
otudonti and rney cut dowii on tho ocodomkaXy dtohoort^^ 
that ariooo whbn ttudonts drop out of a oouroo. 

Tho findingt wito rogard to prkK oxporio^ 
also ouQQott potonM ch«)^ 

tho botteobuTM for ouch otudonti. Tlim otudonti witoprtoroxporioncos 
to fofoniici, pubiio ^)00ktog through okibo, oto. po^^ 
mora ii^tiiflod thocpim whon thoy wprp mwolMh tfip PSt^mod 
eoctkxw. ItioomirMioniM tl^thotooroo^ 
tho ornal groupo a)uW hofp koop thoir atlontioh an^ 
for pxporfonood studonli. In addWori* tho onoKKH>no coachtog may alow 
thorn to ask quosttons at a lovol that ii boyond too typical 
toapproprlato for tho torgor dass but that may bo onoourag^ 
pofsonaltotoracttons to thii format Such oxporionood otudonti olso may 
contrtouto kioas to othor momboro of thoIr groups whicHjK^ is a 
roasonaUo possiMKy than to tf>p roguiar, soW-contatoodsoctlons, and oo 
fool chailongod arid use jM to toio way. 

CIsaffy, soma tot^rosting quosttons havo boon ra^ 
thosoanal)^. Fii^roMarchonthointsrrolatkMtshlpsbotwoonstudsnt 
variablos and f6rmat/Instructk>nal variablos to tho totro^ 
communication oourso is doarly wanantod. 
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iUUhj>1fmul^ t-^/sr^^ hialtt and ttmaltt 



mESP^ 3.48* 3:49 -.17 

POSrS^ ^ 3.84 . 3.69 1.48 

8PCA .38 ,19 1.23 

ff^PlCA 3.93 3.74 1.82 

roStWCA 3.83 3.55 2.60** 

PICA ..11 .87 

PREATTTTUDE 3.30 3.19 1.13 

POSTAl^ 3.46 3.28 1.82 

ATTitupE .15- .11 .35 

Pf#nCA 3.33 2.98 4.48 

PpGTPRCA 3,61 3.32 1.88^ 

PRCA • ..10 2.11* 

Pf»=e 3.30 3.44 -1.63 

ROSTFIS 3.47 3.56 -1.17 

FIS .20 .13 .96 

VIDEO 6.47 6.71 -.67 

SPEECH 7.00 6.77 .34 

FINAL 3.86 3.24 1.48 

OVERALL 6.13 5.61 2.09* 



•p .05 ••p. 01 •"p. .001 
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TABLE 2: Varianci/CovarlanM RttuKt for Flv« Scales, 
Ptrcapllons, and PMbm arm in tha Coursa for Studant a Taking 
tfM Couraa for tlM Hral Tima from 81^ 

Scale GroupMeana pvalue SlgntficantCov 

PSI-bBsed S-C 





F 


M 


F 


Gender lUlodel 


GXM 


SPCA .54 


.65 


2B 


.38 


.008 


.000 


ns 


085,87,89 


PIP A . J i 
rlOM ..41 






-.30 


.302 


.006 


h$ 


081 


PRCA .40 


M 


.24 


.32 


.080 


.017 


ns 


086,87 


SE .09 


.11 


.05 


.10 


.146 


.665 


ns 


085 


ATTIT 1.82 


1.65 


2.29 




.375 


.000 


ns 


086 


lOiQuiMy 2.50 


2.40 


3.06 


2.86 


.002 


.000 


ns 




•Hons 2.74 


^60 


3.18 


2.85 


.000 


.010 


ns 




Dmoukyof 
AMfgnmli 2.44 


2.59 


2.52 


2.54 


.394 


.865 


ns 


089 


Otfficul!yor 
TmI* 1.88 


1.92 


1.98 


1.86 


.303 


.732 


ns 


081,87, 89 


DNHcuRyef 
CouTM 2.62 


2.51 


2.46 


2.48 


.635 


.537 


ns 


081,89 


UMMrwMor 
VldMAsgn 3.26 


3.16 


3.31 


3.14 


.117 


.819 


ns 




UMfukMWOl 

SpMch 2.09 


1.73 


2.26 


2.20 


.096 


.001 


ns 


087,89 
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tABti2,Contfnu6ci. 





1.97 2^ 2,34 




.002 


ns 


087 




9.60 10.08 8.79 9.15 


.027 


.002 


n$ 


081.84 


^ — «^ 


9J1 10.19 8.47 8.82 


.007 


.000 


ns 


081,84.89 


VfdM 


9.48. 10^' 8.69 9.14 


.018 


.000 


ns 


084.87 




9.91 10.25 8.64 9.25 


.003 


.000 


ns 


084 



— » 

Gam 6.11 6.59 6,14 6.88 .002 .194 ns 081.84,85.89 

— * 

Orate 9.20 9.52 7.69 8.14 .001 .001 hs 081.84.87.89 



081 dass stancfing; 084 - QP/^ 085 « debate; O^ 

067 r HS pourses: 088 ^ Cfsliege oourses: 089 - pOblk: speaking 

rK)TiE: al scalM tuKl pero€ftutf 

deskabfe responses: tor yrade items, hig 
h^hjK grades. 
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TABLE 3: Analysis of VaHance/CovwIance Results for FIva 
Scales for Repeaters Sample Only from Study i 

Scale Group Means p value 

PSI-t>ased S-C 

M F M F Gender Mode; GXM 



SPCA 


.19 


.39 


.48 


.42 


.668 


.905 


ns 


PICA 


-.50 


-.48 


-.58 


-.49 


.681 


.916 


ns 


PRCA 


-.13 


.40 


.33 


.35 


.958 


.384 


ns 


SE 




.28 


-.32 


.06 


.027 


.423 


ns 


ATTINSTI-OO 


1:21 


Z69 


^13 


.084 


.005 


ns 



061 - dass standing: 064 - GPA: 065 - debate; 086 - Indivk^ 
067 - HS oourses; 088 « college oourses: 089 - pubfic speaking 

NOTE: For ail scales, tower scores indk»te more desii^'able response 
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